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Abstract 
In the present study, the variables in the rating provided below 
Language Learning (SILL) and a semi-structured interview were used in order to examine the perspectives of EFL teachers 
working at a private university in Turkey on incorporating language learning strategies in their lessons. With the help of the 
variables developed by MacIntyre (1994), the researcher investigated the awareness levels of the EFL teachers, their beliefs on 
the effectiveness of strategies on language learning and perceived ease of strategy instruction.  These results were compared with 
help learners facing problems in learning English. This study employed both qualitative and quantitative research tools. A total of 
70 teachers teaching at the English language department of a private university and 100 students studying in the same department 
were involved in the study. Data collected from the questionnaire were analyzed quantitatively by employing descriptive 
statistics, such as frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations. Content analysis was performed to analyze the 
interview data.The results of the study suggest that for most of the items in the strategy inventory,  if the  teachers are  aware of 
learning strategies, believe  in the effectiveness of  LLSs instruction and find them easy to apply in the classroom, they may use 
out 
that teachers reported a higher frequency of LLSs use than their learners. However, there was a great similarity between the two 
parties in terms of frequency of strategy use in the most and least preferred strategy categories. It is essential to find the reasons 
for the difference in the frequency of LLSs among the two parties before planning a LLSs training. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Learning strategies are defined as behaviours or actions which learners use to make language learning more 
successful, self-directed and enjoyable (Oxford, 1989). Research in the field of second and foreign language 
education indicates that the use of appropriate language learning strategies leads to improved proficiency and 
 
Rubin, 1987) and successful language learners use more learning strategies and more facilitating ones than poor 
 In order to examine the specific motivational factors that 
correlate with the use of different types of language learning strategies, MacIntyre (1996)  developed a test of the 
social-psychological model in which 50 strategies taken from the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL 
by Oxford, 1990) are rated for their frequency of use, knowledge, effectiveness, anxiety and difficulty of use. 
According to the social-psychological model, knowing a strategy well, perceiving it as effective and not considering 
it too difficult to use predicts the majority of the variance in strategy use (MacIntyre, 1996).  
 
lingua franca around the world, there is a tremendous shift in Turkey as well to revive the use of English as a 
medium of instruction at some universities. 
uch specific skills (
2002;  Yetgin, 2  ). To the knowledge of the researcher, however, there are no local 
 strategies into their 
lessons as Anderson (2005) states in his book, in order to have metacognitively aware learners, we must have 
beliefs and experiences as factors affecting language learning process. Therefore, this study may give an idea to 
learning environment suitable for strategy. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
Purpose 
The study aimed to answer the following research questions: 
1. Do language teachers at a private university in Ankara, Turkey teach LLSs in their language 
classrooms? If so, what is the frequency of their reported teaching of LLSs? 
2. arning strategies 
and reported level of ease of strategy instruction? 
3. 
reported level of ease of strategy instruction relate to their reported use of strategy instruction in their 
language classrooms? 
4. How do gender, teaching experience, age and the highest degree of education obtained relate to the 
 
5. What is the 
perception of which strategies improve their language proficiency? 
 
Data Analysis Procedure: The results of the study were evaluated both quantitatively and qualitatively. For each 
item, means and standard deviations were obtained. To evaluate the relationship between the three variables; 1) 
awareness level of language learning strategies, 2) beliefs in the effectiveness of learning strategy instruction, 3) 
anxiety level regardi
criterion variable), Pearson Correlation coefficient was calculated. All statistical analysis were performed under the 
six categories of SILL (Memory strategies (1-9); Cognitive strategies (10-23); Compensation strategies (24-29); 
Metacognitive strategies (30-38); Affective strategies (39-44); Social strategies (45-50). 
Following the administering and subsequent scoring of the survey questionnaires, participants to be interviewed 
were selected. This selection was done by purposeful sampling, according to the diversity of the answers the 
teachers provided related to their years of experience in teaching, age, gender and the highest degree of education 
obtained. Eight participants were selected from among the participant teachers and interviewed separately and 
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privately, and the confidentiality of the process was assured. The semi-structured interviews were recorded using 
detailed notes with an audiotape recording. A full and detailed record of each participant's responses was produced 
on completion of each interview. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 
 
A.  
Teachers rated the frequency of using language learning strategies. Table 1 presents the descriptive data grouped 
under six categories of SILL. 
 
Table 1. Frequency of Reported Use of LLSs 
  
Category Mean Std. Deviation 
Social Strategies 3.59 0.74 
Metacognitive Strategies 4.06 0.65 
Cognitive Strategies 3.71 0.65 
Compensation Strategies 3.82 0.57 
Affective Strategies 3.39 0.74 
Memory Strategies 3.65 0.71 
 
-scale questionnaire. 
In terms of category type, teachers reported using metacognitive strategies most often with a mean score of 4.06. It 
means the teachers give more emphasis to planning and evaluation of language learning activities. It is followed by 
compensation and cognitive strategies. However, affective strategies were reported to be used the least often with a 
mean score of 3.39. Affective strategies aim to help learners regulate emotions, motivations and attitudes and such 
as lowering your anxiety, encouraging yourself and taking your emotional temperature. 
 
B. Relationship between Teacher Perspectives and use of LLSs 
 
is 4.06, which is a high score on a five-point scale. When the mean score is compared with the interview findings, it 
is possible to say that majority of the teachers are aware of learning strategies. During the interviews, the researcher 
rs 
applying learning strategies more effectively with low achievers and wanted them to exemplify their characteristics. 
The explanations the participant teachers provided about the traits of their high achiever students utilising LLSs 
effectively  were quite parallel with the traits of good language learners suggested by Rubin (1975).They stated  that 
good language learners pay attention to form, attempt to communicate in the classroom, are not afraid of making 
mistakes, and makes the most learning opportunities.    
 
There must be a positive expectation that a strategy will be useful in learning the target language. The total mean 
-point scale. In order to 
explain 
findings, the teachers were asked to comment on the possible impact of LLSs on students. Most of the participants 
indicated that LLSs instruction help learners to be autonomous and independent learners who are responsible from 
their own learning and conscious of the language learning process and learn how to study to learn the language. 
Some teachers mentioned about affective factors as LLSs instruction helps to prevent inhibition. They also indicated 
that strategy instruction help to increase motivation and self-directed learning encourage risk-taking and help to 
learn a specific language skill. 
 
 strategy instruction since the difficulty level of the strategy 
item should be moderate in order to use a strategy item appropriately. The total mean score for the perceived ease of 
and belief in the effectiveness of LLSs, 
their responses to ease of strategy instruction was at a moderate value. Although the participants were aware of the 
strategies and found them effective to incorporate into their classroom, they found some of the items stated in the 
strategy inventory difficult to implement in the classroom.  
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change. Similar items were reported to be the most effective strategy categories. For awareness and belief of 
strategy instruction, the teachers reported that they were mostly aware of metacognitive strategies. However, 
affective strategies were reported as the least preferred category. For the perceived ease of strategy instruction, 
metacognitive strategies were ranked at the top again but social strategies were reported as the most difficult 
strategy to teach in the classroom.  In spite of the consistency in the preferred categories, there is a significant 
decrease in mean scores. It can be said that compared to awareness and effectiveness of strategies, teachers regarded 
some of the strategies difficult to apply in classroom. 
 
C. The relationship between  three variables and reported use of strategy instruction 
In ord
effectiveness of language learning strategies and reported level of ease of strategy instruction  and the dependent 
variable; their reported use of strategy instruction in their language classrooms were compared.  
Table 2. Correlation between awareness level and strategy instruction 
Category Pearson Correlations 
Metacognitive Strategies  r = .373** 
Compensation Strategies  r =.325** 
Cognitive Strategies                                           r =.315** 
Affective Strategies                                                                                     r =.254* 
Social Strategies                         r =.20 
Memory Strategies                                                  r =.11 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
                *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
The correlation statistics between awareness level and strategy instruction suggest that for metacognitive, 
compensation and cognitive strategies, the data indicates a moderate correlation between awareness level and 
strategy instruction. For affective strategies, the correlation is low but significant at the 0.05 level. There is no 
significant correlation between awareness level and strategy use in social and memory strategies. Due to the 
significant and moderate correlation between metacognitive, compensation and cognitive strategies, it can be said 
that the frequency of teaching these categories may be affected with the degree of knowledge in these categories. 
The insignificant and low correlation between memory and social strategies, however, implies that although the 
participants know about these categories, they may not be teaching them in the classroom so often. 
Table 3. Correlation between belief level and strategy instruction 
Category Pearson Correlations 
Compensation Strategies  r = .290* 
Cognitive Strategies                             r =.22 
Affective Strategies                                                                     r =.22 
Memory Strategies                                                                                      r =.18 
Metacognitive Strategies                          r =.17 
Social Strategies                                                   r = -.05 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
The correlation statistics between belief level and strategy instruction show that a significant correlation between 
belief and strategy use was only found within the items under compensation strategies part.  However, the 
correlation is low (.290) and significant at the 0.05 level. The data imply that although the teachers perceived 
metacognitive strategies as the most effective strategies in language learning (Table 6), they prefer to teach 
compensation strategies instead. Insignificant and low correlation in the other strategy categories still indicates a 
positive correlation between the two variables but the correlation is low. The negative correlation between belief 
level and strategy instruction in the category of social strategies shows  that although the teachers believe in the 
effectiveness of using these strategies, they may not be teaching them in the classroom so often due to some other 
concerns which were elaborated in the interviews. 
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Table 4. Correlation between perceived ease of LLSs and strategy instruction 
Category Pearson Correlations 
Metacognitive Strategies  r = .350** 
Affective Strategies  r =.306* 
Compensation Strategies                                           r =.300* 
Cognitive Strategies                                                           r =.249* 
Social Strategies    r =.06 
Memory Strategies                             r =.01 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
 
The correlation between perceived ease of LLSs and strategy instruction shows a significant correlation for 
metacognitive, affective, compensation and cognitive strategies However, there is no significant correlation between 
perceived ease of LLSs and strategy instruction in the items under social and memory categories. Compared to the 
previous sections, the data shows a higher correlation indicating that if the teachers perceive a strategy item easy, 
they teach it more frequently in the classroom. The correlation, however, is still at moderate level. Metacognitive 
strategies has the strongest correlation compared to the other strategy categories which means that if teachers 
perceive  a metacognitive strategy  easy in terms of implementation, they may teach it more frequently in the 
classroom. On the contrary, social and memory strategies were found to be insignificant and correlated at a very low 
 
 
The results of the descriptive statistics above suggest that for most of the items in the strategy inventory, if the 
teachers are aware of learning strategies, believe in the effectiveness of LLSs instruction and find them easy to apply 
in the classroom; they may use them more in their classes. The same generalization, however, cannot be made  about 
social strategies in the correlation between belief level and strategy use.  
 
As stated before, the reported frequency of strategy use for teachers is 3.73 which indicate a moderate score. When 
the participants were asked about the factors that affect strategy instruction, most of the teachers participated in the 
interviews attributed the difficulty of incorporating LLSs into their lessons either to teacher related factors or 
external factors. The factors that affect classroom teache
grouped as teaching style, teacher beliefs and lack of knowledge in promoting strategies by the participant teachers. 
The external factors reported by the teachers that affect LLSs instruction are
personality factors, curriculum constrains ( which were further divided into four sub-groups such as pacing, level of 
the book, level of the task and exam orientation), rapport with students, effect of background experience both as a 
teacher and as a learner. 
 
A similar study that inspired the present research was conducted among Korean teachers by Lee (2006).  While 
and  
the frequency of strategy use, higher correlations were achieved. The teachers in Korea were not only aware of LLSs 
and believe in the effectiveness of strategy instruction, they were intensively implementing these strategies in their 
classroom. The difference in application between the two groups of teachers might be attributed to the different 
language centres. Learner portfolio of a private language school and a university are quite different. Students in a 
language centre are expected to be more motivated and ready to learn the language. The teachers must be more 
flexible in terms of the material they implement and pacing that they follow. In the present study, however, the 
teachers mentioned some teacher related and external factors affecting strategy instruction in a negative way.  
 
From the analysis of data obtained both from questionnaires and from interviews, it was found out that most of the 
participants in this study showed a relatively high awareness and believed in the effectiveness of LLSs. However, 
none of the teachers mentioned about daily planned integration of strategy instruction. Most of the training consists 
of impromptu use of LLSs when a sudden need occurs in the overall process of teaching. According to the research 
in L2 learning, it has been indicated that the most effective strategy training is explicit. Learners are explicitly told 
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that a particular behaviour or strategy is helpful and they are trained to use it and transfer it to other settings. 
Students cannot realize the potential benefit of strategy use if they are not informed about it. According to most 
research, strategy training succeeds best when it is integrated into regular class activities (Oxford, 2002).  
 
D.  
 
In order to find out the effect of individual characteristics of the participant teachers, a number of sub-variables such 
as age, gender, teaching experience and highest degree of education obtained were analyzed by utilizing T-test and 
Anova. 
frequency of use of LLSs in terms of age, gender and teaching experience. The only significant difference was found 
in the highest degree of education obtained for the two variables (perceived effectiveness 4.528* and ease of 
strategy use 3.513*) in cognitive strategies. Post Hoc tests were used to analyze the variables that caused that 
difference. The results indicated that the participants with a masters degree are more likely to believe in the 
effectiveness of strategy use (with a mean difference of .45) and reported that they found strategy instruction easier 
(with a mean difference of . 43) than the ones with a bachelor degree and teaching certificate. 
 
Table 5 Post Hoc Tests, Multiple Comparisons, Dependent Variable: Cognitive1, LSD 
 
 
 (I) Education Level (J) Education 
Level 
Mean 
Difference (I-J) 
p-value 95% Confidence Interval
Upper 
Bound 
Lower 
Bound 
Perceived 
effectiveness 
Bachelor Masters -.45(*) 0.009 -0.79 -0.11
Teacher Cer. 0.47 0.100 -0.09 1.04 
Doctorate -0.33 0.390 -1.10 0.43 
Masters Bachelor .45(*) 0.009 0.11 0.79 
Teacher Cer. .92(*) 0.002 0.34 1.50 
Doctorate 0.11 0.761 -0.66 0.89 
Teacher 
Certification 
Bachelor -0.47 0.100 -1.04 0.09 
Masters -.92(*) 0.002 -1.50 -0.34 
Doctorate -0.80 0.078 -1.71 0.09 
Doctorate Bachelor 0.33 0.390 -0.43 1.10 
Masters -0.11 0.761 -0.89 0.66 
Teacher Cer. 0.80 0.078 -0.09 1.71 
Ease of LLSs 
teaching 
Bachelor Masters -.42(*) 0.018 -0.78 -0.07
Teacher Cer. 0.39 0.193 -0.20 0.98 
Doctorate -0.41 0.304 -1.22 0.38 
Masters Bachelor .42(*) 0.018 0.07 0.78 
Teacher Cer. .81(*) 0.009 0.21 1.42 
Doctorate 0.01 0.980 -0.80 0.82 
Teacher 
Certification 
Bachelor -0.39 0.193 -0.98 0.20 
Masters -.81(*) 0.009 -1.42 -0.21 
Doctorate -0.80 0.092 -1.75 0.13 
Doctorate Bachelor 0.41 0.304 -0.38 1.22 
Masters -0.01 0.980 -0.82 0.80 
Teacher Cer. 0.80 0.092 -0.13 1.75 
. 
 
E.  
 
actual practice. It would not be p
consideration. For the present study, both teachers and students were asked to complete the strategy inventory 
(SILL). Teachers ranked the items in the inventory on a five-point Likert-type scale and they were asked about their 
perceptions of language learning strategies they taught to students in their EFL classrooms. Students were given the 
same inventory and were asked to rank the strategies that they used from the most frequent to the least frequent one 
on a five-point Likert-type scale. Their responses were compared with T-tests and analyzed.   
There were 67 teachers and 100 students who completed the questionnaires. Two groups were compared by utilising 
T-tests in order to find o
T-test comparison are presented below. 
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Table 6. T- . reported strategy use 
  
Group N Mean Std. Deviation t-value p-value 
Affective Reported freq. of strategy use 
Teacher 67 3.39 0.74 5.40 0.000* 
Student 100 2.72 0.81     
Cognitive Reported freq. of strategy use 
Teacher 67 3.71 0.65 8.87 0.000* 
Student 100 2.82 0.63     
Compensation Reported freq. of strategy use 
Teacher 67 3.82 0.57 7.04 0.000* 
Student 100 3.08 0.73     
Memory Reported freq. of strategy use 
Teacher 67 3.65 0.71 7.09 0.000* 
Student 100 2.91 0.62     
Metacognitive Reported freq. of strategy use 
Teacher 67 4.06 0.65 6.60 0.000* 
Student 100 3.30 0.78     
Social Reported freq. of strategy use 
Teacher 67 3.59 0.74 3.43 0.001* 
Student 100 3.2 0.8     
 
eported frequency of the use of LLSs was found. When we look at the overall mean 
scores for both groups in terms of frequency of strategy use, the total mean score for teachers is 3.73 and the total 
mean score is 2.99 for students. Teachers appear to be more active in dealing with LLSs. 
 
However, there is a great similarity between the two parties in terms of frequency of strategy use in the most and 
least preferred strategy categories. Both groups reported metacognitive strategies as the most frequently used 
other strategies (with a mean score of 4.06). The student participants also reported using metacognitive strategies 
more often (M. 3.30). The same parallel was drawn for the least frequently used strategy category as well. Both 
teachers and students reported affective strategies as the least frequently used group in the whole inventory (with a 
mean score of 3.39 for teachers and 2.72 for students). It shows that both teachers and students give utmost 
importance to planning and evaluation of language learning activities. However, they do not seem to be concerned 
about regulating their emotions in language learning a lot. There is a great similarity between the two parties in 
 
significant that both strategy is related to speaking skill. Furthermore, both teachers and students reported the same 
 
 
The most frequently used strategy category in all variables for both teachers and students was metacognitive 
strategies. Research indicates that high-performing L2 learners prefer metacognitive strategies over other categories 
(Oxford, 2002). Moreover, according to non-L2 research, successful learners often use metacognitive strategies such 
as organising, evaluating and planning their learning. However, social and affective strategies were ranked at the 
bottom for most of the variables in the present study. In literature, these strategies are indicated to be cited less 
social strategies in detail and perhaps because even skilled learners mistakenly hesitate to consider these as real 
 
 
In order to understand the reason why social and affective strategies were ranked at the bottom for most of the 
variables in the present study, it might be helpful to approach the issue by taking the contextual factors into 
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consideration as well. While outlining the factors affecting attitudes toward learning a foreign language in Turkey, 
Bear (1985) stated the impact of society and culture. He indicated that Turkish students tend to identify language as 
an important dimension of their cultural identity. He indicated that this identification resulted from the linguistic 
-building approach. For Ataturk, the creator of modern Turkey and the 
architect of the Turkish language reform, there is an inseparable link between national culture and national language. 
Bear suggested that the strategies that foster national identity should be developed so that it would be possible to 
balance the impact of such factors in learning a foreign language. 
 
 
Other factors that may explain the reason for some of the strategies being reported as least preferred might be 
learning experience and contextual realities. As it is stated by MacIntyre (1994), one of the factors that affect 
knowledge of a strategy use is learning experience. The findings of the present study suggests that the teachers 
involved in the study did not expressed their findings related to learning a foreign language in a diary or did not use 
rhymes to remember new words while learning English. It may explain the reason that they do not prefer to teach 
these strategies to their learners as well. Furthermore, two of the reported least effective strategies under social 
strategy category (items 46 and 48) are about communicating to a native speaker. All the English instructors at this 
private University preparatory school are non-native speakers of the language. There are very few native speakers of 
English in the prep schools of other universities in Turkey as well. It is difficult to find a native speaker to practice 
English which makes it a rather difficult strategy to practice in our context. 
 
However, it is necessary to consider the strategies as a whole to be successful in language learning, not just the 
commonly preferred ones. That is why; we should help our students understand the whole spectrum of strategies, 
including affective and social ones as well.  
 
There is a slight discrepancy in the total mean score of teachers and students. For the frequency of strategy use, the 
total mean score for teachers is 3.73 and the total mean score is 2.99 for students. Teachers appear to be more aware 
of LLSs. It is quite normal to expect a greater range of strategy use from the teachers as they are trained for teaching 
-Miller (1994)  
lists the factors that teachers must take into account while conducting strategy training as 
about language learning. Learners vary in the frequency of making use of learning strategies and specific strategy 
types t
Consideration of the effect of such inhibitors is crucial before planning a LLSs training. 
 
A similar study was conducted by Griffiths and Parr (2001) in which students ranked the LLSs and the findings 
mismatch between the two parties preferences. Students reported using social strategies the most often and memory 
strategies the least. On the contrary, the teachers speculated that their students made use of memory strategies the 
most often but affective strategies the least. Similar discrepancies were observed by Nunan (1988). He explored 
regarding differences in pe
study, students and teachers were interviewed and LLSs were noted. It was found out that students reported using a 
variety of learning strategies, whereas the teachers w
reasons for the discrepancies in perception of teachers and students as stated in the studies above. The reasons of 
such mismatches should be found out before planning a LLSs training. Even though a similarity was found  between 
students should be concerned before planning further implementation of learning strategies. 
 
CONCLUSION 
All things considered, from the analysis of data obtained both from questionnaires and from interviews, a number of 
preliminary determinations can be drawn. Foremost, participants in this study showed a relatively high awareness 
and believed in the effectiveness of LLSs. Language learning strategies were perceived as a process, set of rules or a 
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language behaviour that enhances language learning in general. They also indicated that strategy training is effective 
ion, makes them aware, active, efficient and responsible learners, gives 
students a better understanding of the target language and makes them more capable of working independently. It 
was found out that the only variable that makes a difference in strategy instruction is the degree of education 
rs, it was 
planning a LLSs training. 
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